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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1. Claim 1 recites the limitation "called user" in line 13. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in 
the claim. 

2. Claim 4 recites the limitation "call types" in line 2. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in 
the claim. Claim 139 has the same problem. 

3. Claim 149 recites the limitation "public switched telephone 
network 7 ' in line 3 . There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
this limitation in the claim. 

4. Claim 152 recites the limitation "call processing rule" in 
line 2 . There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. Claims 155-157 have the same problem. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
(e) the invention was described in- 

(1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for 
patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
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defined in section 351(a) shall have the effect under this subsection of a 
national application published under section 122(b) only if the 
international application designating the United States was published under 
Article 21(2) (a) of such treaty in the English language; or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that 
a patent shall not be deemed filed in the United States for the purposes of 
this subsection based on the filing of an international application filed 
under the treaty defined in section 351(a) . 

6. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Robinson et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,533,102 
(hereinafter Robinson) . 

Regarding claim 1, Robinson discloses a call management 
system (10) comprising: 

(a) at least one user position, comprising a computer 
workstation (14, Figures 1 and 4) and associated telephone 
apparatus (12, Figures 1 and 4) ; 

(b) a call management computer (38+26, Figures 1 and 4); 

(c) a digital data network connecting the workstation of 
said at least one user position with said call management 
computer (Figure 4) ; 

(d) said call management computer including means for 
intercepting an incoming call to said at least one user position 
(col. 7, lines 24-30); 

(e) means for determining that an intercepted call is for 
said at least one user position (col. 7, lines 24-30); 

(f) means for interacting with the workstation of said at 
least one user position to determine how the intercepted call is 
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to be processed (col. 7, lines 30-34 and line 65 to col. 8, line 
67) ; 

(g) and means for processing the call according to 
instructions received from the workstation of the user (columns 
6-9 and Figures 3-8) ; 

wherein said call management computer includes means for 
identifying the calling party (col. 8, line 52). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not, be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 4-7, 17, 18, 20-22, 139-144, 146, 156, 158 and 270- 
273 and 283-286 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Robinson in view of Brown et al, U.S. Patent 
No. 5,533,105 (hereinafter Brown). 

Regarding claims 4-7, Robinson does not disclose the call 
the call types include voice, fax and data calls. However Brown 
discloses a call management computer (110+115+112) including 
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means for identifying the type of call, wherein the call types 
includes voice, fax and data calls (col. 7, lines 20-30). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify Robinson to 
include a system wherein the call types include voice calls, fax 
calls and data calls as taught by Brown. This modification would 
allow for a system, which provides voice, fax and data services 
using a single telephone number. 

Regarding claims 17 and 18, see Brown, col. 7, lines 20-30. 

Regarding claims 20 and 21, see Brown, col. 7, lines 20-30. 

Regarding claim 13 9, Robinson does not disclose one or more 
processing rules wherein the type of call determines at least in 
part how calls of each type are processed. Brown discloses one 
or more processing rules wherein the type of call determines at 
least in part how calls of each type are processed (col. 7, 
lines 20-55) . Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Robinson with one or more processing rules wherein the 
type of call determines at least in part how calls of each type 
are processed as taught by Brown. This modification allows for 
voice calls to be treated different from fax and data calls. 

Regarding claims 140-144, 146, 270-273, 283-286 see Brown, 
col. 7, lines 20-55. 
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Regarding claims 156 and 158, see Brown, col. 7, lines 20- 

55. 

9. Claims 23 and 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Robinson in view of Brown in further 
view of Underwood et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,805,673 (hereinafter 
Underwood) . 

Regarding claim 23, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose the limitation of, "means for identifying the fax calls 
by detecting CNG signals" . Underwood discloses this limitation 
(see abstract) . Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Robinson combined with Brown with a means for identifying 
the fax calls by detecting CNG signals as taught by Underwood. 
This modification allows the system to differentiate between fax 
sending and fax receiving calls as suggested by Underwood 
(column 3 ) . 

Claim 29 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 23. 

10. Claim 24 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Robinson in view of Brown in further 
view of Klingman, U.S. Patent No. 5,721,729 (hereinafter 
Klingman) . 
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Regarding claim 24, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose means for identifying said fax calls by detecting ISDN 
messages. However, Klingman discloses a means for identifying 
said fax calls by detecting ISDN messages (col. 10, lines 25- 
35) . Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Robinson combined with Brown with a means for identifying fax 
calls by detecting ISDN messages as taught by Klingman. This 
modification provides a universal call processing system that 
can detect and process all information types transmitted through 
a telephone line via an ISDN network. 

Claim 30 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 24. 

11. Claims 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Robinson in view of Brown in further 
view of Godbole, U.S. Patent No. 5,065,427 (hereinafter 
Godbole) . 

Regarding claim 27, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose means for identifying said data calls by detecting DTMF 
signals. However, Godbole disclose a means for identifying said 
data calls by detecting DTMF signals (col. 2, lines 55-65). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify Robinson 
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combined with Brown to includes a means for identifying said 
data calls by detecting DTMF signals as taught by Godbole. This 
modification allows the system to detect calls from data modems 
that do not transmit a calling tone as suggested by Godbole. 
Claim 28 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 27. 

12. Claims 19 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Robinson in view of Brown in further 
view of Marshall, U.S. Patent No. 6,396,597 (hereinafter 
Marshall) . 

Regarding claim 19, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose the limitation "wherein the computer workstation 
selectively retrieves stored fax documents determined to be for 
its user position" . However Marshall discloses this limitation 
(see abstract) . Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further modify Robinson combined with Brown to include a system 
wherein a computer workstation selectively retrieves stored 
documents determined to be for its user position as taught by 
Marshall. This modification allows for faxes to be sent to their 
intended recipients without compromising the confidentiality of 
the documents received as suggested by Marshall. 

Claim 22 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 19. 
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13. Claims 145 and 147-155 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Robinson in view of Brown in further 
view of Miner, U.S. Patent No. 5,652,789 (hereinafter Miner). 

Regarding claim 14 5, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose the limitation of "wherein the current status of the 
called user includes whether or not he or she is accepting only- 
priority calls". However Miner discloses this limitation (col. 

32, line 55 - col. 34, line 35). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Robinson combined with Brown to 
include a system wherein the current status of the called user 
includes whether or not he or she is accepting only priority 
calls as taught by Miner. This modification would allow a user 
to answer only important calls as suggested by Miner. 

Regarding claim 155, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose the limitation of "wherein the processing rule 
specifies at least in part that the user be paged upon receipt 
of certain calls". However Miner discloses this limitation (col. 

33, line 5) . Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Robinson combined with Brown to include a system wherein 
the processing rule specifies at least in part that the user be 
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paged upon receipt of certain calls as taught by Miner. This 
modification allows a user to be notified of an incoming call. 

Regarding claim 147, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose a system wherein which of the processing rules is 
applicable is determined at least in part by the current date, 
day of the week and or time of day. Miner discloses a system 
wherein which of the processing rules is applicable is 
determined at least in part by the current date, day of the week 
and or time of day (col. 35, lines 25-35). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify Robinson combined 
with Brown to include a system wherein which of the processing 
rules is applicable is determined at least in part by the 
current data, day of the week and or time of day as taught by 
Miner. This modification allows for calls to be processed based 
on a user's schedule as suggested by Miner. 

Regarding claim 148, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose the limitation of, "a system wherein said processing 
rules include instructions for routing calls from at least one 
caller to a destination other than the user position" . Miner 
discloses this limitation (col. 35, lines 25-35). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to further modify Robinson 
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combined with Brown with a system wherein the processing rules 
include instructions for routing calls from at least one caller 
to a destination other than the user position as taught by 
Miner. This modification would allow for calls to be processed 
based on a user's schedule as suggested. by Miner. 

Regarding claim 149, see Figure 5 and col. 35, lines 25-35. 

Regarding claim 150, see col. 35, lines 25-35. 

Regarding claim 151, Robinson combined with Brown and Miner 
discloses instructions for routing calls from at least one 
caller to a destination other than the user position. Robinson 
combined with Brown and Miner does not disclose the other 
destination is a destination on the Internet. "Official Notice" 
is taken that routing calls to destinations on the Internet is 
both old and well known in the art. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to further modify Robinson combined with 
Brown and Miner to include a system wherein the other 
destination is a destination on the Internet. This modification 
allows for calls to be routed to Internet communication devices. 

Regarding claim 152, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose the call processing rule specifies at least in part 
that the call be transferred to the called user at a location 
other than the normal user position. Miner discloses a call 
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processing rule specifies at least in part that the call is to 
be transferred to the called user at a location other than the 
normal user position (col. 35, lines 25-35). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Robinson combined with 
Brown to include a system wherein the call processing rule 
specifies at least in part that the call be transferred to the 
called user at a location other than the normal user position as 
taught by Miner. This modification allows for calls to be 
processed based on a user's schedule as suggested by Miner. 

Regarding claims 153 and 154, see Miner, col. 35, lines 25- 

35. 

14. Claims 157 is rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Robinson in view of Brown in further view of 
Kondo, U.S. Patent No. 5,490,205 (hereinafter Kondo) . 

Regarding claim 157, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose the call processing rule specifies at least in part 
that a special ringing sound should be used for the call. 
However Kondo disclose a system wherein a call processing rule 
specifies at least in part that a special ringing sound should 
be used for a call (col. 1, lines 50-60). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time the invention was made to further modify Robinson combined 
with Brown to include a system wherein a call processing rule 
specifies at least in part that a special ringing sound should 
be used for a call as taught by Kondo. This modification allows 
a user to know whether or not a caller is important to him. 

15. Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Robinson in view of Brown in further view of 
Monnot et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,432,618 (hereinafter Monnot) . 

Regarding claim 36, Robinson combined with Brown does not 
disclose the limitation of, "a system wherein an identifying 
message is returned to the calling fax machine which confirms 
the identity of the called party" . Monot discloses this 
limitation (see abstract) . Therefore it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify Robinson combined with Brown to 
include a system wherein an identifying message is returned to 
the calling fax machine which confirms the identity of the 
called party as taught by Monot. This modification allows for 
the certification of fax transmissions. 

16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Olisa 
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Anwah whose telephone number is 703-305-4814. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8.30 AM to 6 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Fan Tsang can be 
reached on 703-305-4895. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
are 703-872-9314 for regular communications and 703-872-9314 for 
After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status 
of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 



o h ■ 



Olisa Anwah 
Patent Examiner 
March 25, 2003 
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